Harold Veisberg 
Hyattstown, Md. 20734 
December 26, 1966 

Mr# James Aronson 
The National Guardian 
197 S^st 4th 8t» | 

New York, N.Y. 10009 

Deer Mr. Aronson, 

Your editorial in tho form of a rnoort to readers on "The Murder That V?H1 
Not Out" reminds me of a letter I wrote Surrey ^empton that * could not write you. 
After reading Sempton’s introduction to the Ropkin transparency I asked Kemtton, 

"Tdien Riche rd Ropkin blunders into a whorehouse, may we expect Murrary Kempton to 
proclaim thst Richard Popkin has disc^verdd sexT" 

t 

Yet 83 your editorial relates to Mark Lana, the thought is apt. 

The credit you take for yourself is deserved. What you allot ^ane is not. 

Whut you ignore, perhaps because you do not understood it or are unawere of it you 
mey yet regret. 

I believe the doctrine of the Lane bo~k, as distinguished from his brave 
performance as a lawyer before the Commission finished its work, la reactionary, 
file scholarship is inadequate and wrong and, with his extensive public relations, 
ere their own kind of coverup. 

Those ore ae. ious charges. i flake them not for publication but lor youh 
information, for the last word has yet to be written end this is a situation that 
can erupt with the potentiol of a Reichstag fire. If you care for more specification 
then you will find in the epilogue of ray second book, ploaae ask for it. 

So you will understand, it is I alone who hcve defended Lane from Connelly f s 
charge of literary scavenging. Perhaps you trive noted that this slander is no longer 
heard. To the best of my knowledge, it is I alone who praise him for his early work, 
no matter how wrong 1 know it to have been if you restrict judgement to iLct, for in 
thoee days he alone among the lawyers, in whose hands, ultimately, the freedom of 
us ell moy rest, raised his voice and cried ^injustice. 

That ia the extent of Lane’s personal contribution to the revelation of 
truth. His current importance, and it is great, is made for him by the willingness 
of his publisher, who blends the proper combination of unscrupulcusnesa and ogress- 
ivenesa, to spend money on public relations and advertising. His book adds nothing 
to earlier books, leaks much of what they hsve, ond brands as worthless, like a 
god ordaining, some of the most essential infoiroation (see, for example, my chapter 
rt ?he Hoover Aversion, 0 r 'f^e False False Oswald" end Lane’s deprecation of the same 
material, to which he bed access, or his treatment of the Cillis and Altgen3 films). 
Can you imagine Lane sheltering Hoover and the CIAV Yet that he has done, both in his 
book and hie appearances, several of which we have shared, rj nly editing saved him from 
public exposure on. thic point ?hon ha fcrcad the issue, for untj.1 the appearance of 
my second book, I was publicly silent on these things, declining to fraction the side 
S^u t says it want 3 truth. 

How 7 /gII know the temptation to a hungry man whan he tar.te3 honey. Lane is 
not the first to yield. But that you should, unthinkingly, glorify him while ignoring 
thin and what else you should know is shocking to me. 
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So you will Hwrtr under at and, I tell you that when he recently failed in 
California and hi a friends were worried over the consequences end they called on 
me for help, I responded. First, I took the heat off of him over hia alleged but 
never consumiieted slander action against Lesley Liebeler by challenging Liebeler, 
saying if he were so anxious to get into court and ^ane was too slow to suit him, 
why did he not sue me for slander, because I clone mentioned him in my book (in 
isne’s, ell the assistant counsel, who di j the flirty work* are faceless, for he ia 
determined to "get" Earl barren), ^ou beer no more from Liebeler on this score. 

Next, when Liebeler alleged ^ene tunned confrontation, 1 chnllengod Lioholer to 
confront ne. He has be^n running ?ince 9 finding^it expedient to bo on tho west 
coast when he was supposed to have met me in a ew York TV studio - 1 was there- 
and leaving e message in s Chicogo radio station, where I appeared, instead of bis 
person. Next he was to have met me in. a Han Fronsieoo radio station and didn f t, and 
when I finally got to Los <tnt' 0 l 0 3, expecting to find him in n TV studio, suddenly 
found the urgent ueceeaity of getting to the National Archives - on a Sunday. So, I 
have gone to Lane’s aid, an old he will undoubtedly deny be needed, not sskei by 
him and despite damage he has done me, not because la am heroic, for I am not, not 
beesuso he ir,, for ho certainly isn’t, hut because it is cdaat the situation demands. 

Situations like this require of men of principle n restraint and salf- 
control men of other interests do not find. Thus, I have boon publicly Bilent over 
the fl^ae claims and fraudulent advrrtising by both Lane and his publisher beginning 
four months prior to publication of his book. Arthur Cohen has promised in writing 
to cease and dasint, but neither ho nor Lane have. Had I desired, I could have damaged, 
perhaps ruined, his book. I did not. Examine his second and tenth ap pendicles and 
tell me where in a book you have even oe^n such text hastily added as appendix material. 

I have had someone with access to hie original manuscript check but one, the tenth. It 
is not there. Both of these appear only in ray writing. If you doubt the validity of 
my inference or the motive of ny public silence, you ere welcome to see ray correspondence 
with both Lane end Arthur Cohan. They have giben rne no answer on this. There iB much 
more with which I do uot burden you. 

So we ere addressing the men’s morality and ethics. You should have found 
your own answer by now, nnd it w>uld have been appropriate to the piece in which you 
very properly take credit for your courage in printing his brief for the flefonao, as 
he colled it. (His book i that only in edvertiaing claims, for he does not allege 
Oswald 1 s innocence - I alone do - and he did not do the dirty, hard work more approp- 
riate to a lawyer on tracing Oswald’s treatment while he was in the h*>nd3 of public 
authority, again in my work alone, pert 2 of the first book.) In a work in which 
redundant and repetitious footnotes become advertising gitnicks end in which there are 
more then 4,000, the single footnote identifying the on? place this brief anpeared 
13 doniod. Chock it for yourself. Lane is indebted to the Guardian for much more than 
this, for it is the daughter of your your former editor who mede his book possible. 

^et he cannot spare you a mention in « footnote! 

Am I better* Can I honestly judge this* I think so, for on the Just-ended 
trip to California, Instead of Liebeler 8t HDBS *1 faced en FBI phoned-in redbaiting, 
that I whs going to address a Communist meeting and with a Communist stooge on the 
platform with me. Aa it turned out, it was a Tofctakyiut meeting, an i I v?ent and I 
^egan by saying I apologized for only my fatigue. V»hen 3d iCeating, of ttampnrts (to 
whom I «m Le ^euf), wee introduced, I anowured tho redbaiting of him by being the 
only one of the 350 present who rose and applauded him. 

There ere minor er *ors of fact In your story. The "new evidence” you say 
J 8ck Smith developed and "has reappeared consistently in the dozen and more books 
written about the assassination end the barren Commission Leport' 1 uocs net appear 
in mine, which comae entirely from the ofticiul data and no other source, and it is 
ray work, not Lane’s or Smith’s. Hoover, if you will re8d his statement carefully. 
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had hie "hunting gun trained" on rne. It is I alone who exposed the tampering with 
the photographic evidence (over Lane’s opnosition on one TV special), ani that is 
ffoat Eoover specifically addressed. 

Hoa can you say the "deoioli fcion" of the single-bullet theory was by "lane 
end others" if you have rea : and understood the various boolg? Lena adds nothing to 
what 1 exposed, and actually has but 8 slight amount of what ^ have ( compare with 
my chapters '"The i'Juraber of Shots" and ’She Actors and the Autopsy" if you vrant to see 
ho?r little of ^het wa - evyilwblo he actually found), 

- o far ea ^crk Lane standing alone, the Kelt claim you correct in your first 
paragraph, he is the one who never has, the first he baa had both financial and 

research help. Much of yrhat ho pror.ents in his bo k is wr fc done for him by others. 
There is nothing wrong with this. But ho wo a never alone* Sauv«ge end I were. v?e both 
finished our work before Lnno started. Lana's personal behavior with Grove may have 
prevented Grove’s printing another book on this subject, specifically mine. ;>hile 
Lene wa „« going o round making speeches (an i noo riant function) others of us ^ere doing 
the dirty, hard work he avoided but tbr which you credit him, not ue. 

I heva written you not for publication because of the regard I have for the 
intent 1 know is yours and for Jour paper despite your clear partisanship for Leso end 
your own record with respect to me. I wrote you on Jdey 9. You replied J une 9, saying 
in effect you would hold off until Leno’s book appeared in Sopt ember and not answering 
my query about your offering ijy book for sole. The editorial prerogative is yours. I am 
not complaining about this, although I confess surprise and diappointment because I 
was then so all elone and so urgently in nej d of tho help I thought would be forthcom- 
ing from you and the Guardian. Y 0 u were not alone, for nost of the Journals of tho loft 
did nothing or worse. 

£hy, then, do 1 write you now end thus* Because I think you di ould concern 
ycureelf with the doctrine, the objective, of -the man end the rork you so unstintingly 
praise, attributing to him ana it what is not theirs end ignoring what is theirs. As I 
said earlier, I hev? commented upon this briefly in the EpM^oue of r HITE f AJ3I II. I en- 
courage you to think oi‘ the inevitable consequence of a foods on Earl V/arreu personally 
to tE e exclusion of the staff (which is not eve*n listed -see his page 23) and the 
sheltering of the FBI and Secret Service in defiance of all feet. 

If you do not beve a copy of IftflTE'tASH II ( to which you did fefer) I can 
send you one* I have sent one to Cedric Pelf rage. Of, you con pick one up from Jerry 
Agel, 598 Madison Aye., PL5-2220. So totally wop I ignored by oil of the press with 
the ft rot book that ^ had press releases plncad in tli£ ilottcual Pro s a Club merely 
summarizing the second book - nd Hating where pre3o copioc ware wlratioi available. 1 
doubt <)f 3.0 were gotten. I opened this subject (may I suggest rlao for Lana and others) 
bj radio end TV and that is what 1 hyve done for the second and arranged for the third. 
Lane he a gotten rich but I cannot afford to waste time or money, for 1 hoTO little of 
the first and none of the second, despite the success of my work. There are 22,500 
copies of •'.'BITE ASH iri print, but taking not a cent from the gross for myself, we 
still owe the printer for ebout 7,500 of them. Of the first printing of 10,000 of 
WHITER A. f J3 II: TEDS FBI -SEC RET SERVICE CGVOTJP, 3,500 b*v* been sold in three weeks, but 
we hove gotten practically no cash from it yet, I do not even get on accounting of the 
Bell edition (250,000 minimum in con tract) until April. And I have h*d no sTibsidy, in 
either cash, expenses or help. With your record end that of the rest of the press, I 
hope you will understand I intended no insult in not sending you * copy. I have them 
available for you and others in i»ew “York, and I sent one to “^elfrege, who did review 
the List book and to whom 1 ntn sending tt coy>y of this latter. If you disagree with me, 
let me know and 1*11 phone you on my next trip to **ew York, which 1 hope will be soon. 

Sincerely, 

Harold ^eisberg 



